MINUTES OF THE
MARICOPA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS
TRANSPORTATION POLICY COMMITTEE MEETING

January 23, 2009

MAG Office, Saguaro Room
Phoenix, Arizona

MEMBERS ATTENDING

Mayor Steven Berman, Gilbert, Chair Mayor Hugh Hallman, Tempe
Mayor Marie Lopez Rogers, Avondale, Eneas Kane, DMB Associates
Vice Chair * David Martin, Citizens Transportation
Councilmember Ron Aames, Peoria Oversight Committee
Kent Andrews, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Mayor Jackie Meck, Buckeye
Indian Community * David Schall
Councilmember Maria Baier, Phoenix * Mayor Elaine Scruggs, Glendde
# Vice Mayor Gail Barney, Queen Creek Mayor Scott Smith, Mesa
Stephen Beard, SR Beard & Assodiates # Mayor Lyn Truitt, Surprise
Dave Berry, Swift Transportation * Supervisor Max W. Wilson, Maricopa County
Mayor James Cavanaugh, Goodyear * Felipe Zubia, State Transportation Board

# Mayor Boyd Dunn, Chandler

* Not present
# Participated by telephone conference call
+ Participated by videoconference call

OTHERSATTENDING

Mayor Jm Lane, Scottsdale, TPC nominee

1. Call to Order

The meeting of the Transportation Policy Committee (TPC) was called to order by Chair Steven
Berman at 12:05 p.m.

2. Pledge of Allegiance

The Pledge of Allegiance was recited.



Chair Berman noted that ViceMayor Gall Barney, Mayor Boyd Dunn, and Mayor Lyn Truitt were
participating by teleconference.

Chair Berman introduced Scottsdale Mayor Jim Lane, whose appointment to the TPC was on the
January 28th Regional Council agenda.

Chair Berman noted that transit ticketsfor thosewho used transit to attend the meeting and parking
garage ticket validation were available from MAG staff.

Call to the Audience

Chair Berman stated that an opportunity is provided to the public to address the Transportation
Policy Committee on items that are not on the agendathat are within the jurisdiction of MAG, or
non action agenda items that are on the agenda for discussion or information only. Citizens will
be requested not to exceed a three minute time period for their comments. An opportunity is
provided to comment on agenda items posted for action at the time the item is heard.

Chair Berman recogni zed public comment from Woody Thomas, who encouraged the TPC to treat
the West Valley with moreinterest and effort. He said that public meetingsfor thel-10 West High
Capacity Transit Study and the framework study in Avondale were scheduled the same night and
time. Herequested that public input opportunities be spread out. Mr. Thomasstated that the High
Capacity Transit Report, dated June 30, 2003, was the foundation for Proposition 400 to provide
transit in the area. He said that the Executive Summary says that all identified bus rapid transit
corridorswere not studied further. These corridors possess operating characteristicsdifferent from
commuter rail or dedicated bus rapid transit systems. They are compatible and work with other
systems. Mr. Thomas stated that he rode the 1-10 bus to work after parking in the 79th Avenue
park and ridelot. He sad that Buckeye has been able to purchase land for its system, Avondale
hasthe 560 and the northwest Valley hasthe 573. Mr. Thomas stated that the GFO has confirmed
that bus rapid transit is amore cost effective system to put in place. He said that right of way and
the bus system are in place to capitalize on that if it becomes feasible to put in light rail. Mr.
Thomas spoke about an articlein Transit Lineissued by HDR about transit oriented devel opment.
Hesaidif light rail isput on I-10, development will not occur. Chair Berman thanked Mr. Thomas
for his comments.

Chair Berman recognized public comment from Marvin Rochelle, who said that the region needs
to have aValleywide paratransit system. He said that he researched 18 paratransit systemsin the
United States, and every one has been a success. Mr. Rochelle sated tha more persons with
disabilitiesand blind personslivein Phoenix per capitathan in any other city in the United States,
mainly becauseit hasflat terrain and good weather that keep peoplemobile. He stated that changes
currently being discussed will be a catastrophe to people who will not be able to go to the doctor
or shopping and will haveto moveto smaller communitieswherethere are volunteersto hel p them.
Mr. Rochelleimplored the Committee to consider making paratransit aValeywide system. Chair
Berman thanked Mr. Rochelle for his comments.



4A.

4B.

Approval of Consent Agenda

Chair Berman stated that agenda items #4A and #4B were on the consent agenda. He stated that
public comment is provided for consent items. He noted that no public comment cards had been
received. Mr. Beard moved to recommend approval of the consent agenda items #4A and #4B.
Councilmember Aames seconded, and the motion carried unanimoudy.

Approval of the November 19, 2008, Meeting Minutes

The Trangportation Policy Committee, by consent, approved the November 19, 2008, meeting
minutes.

Project Changes — Amendments, and Administrative Modifications to the FY 2008-2012 MAG
Transportation |mprovement Program, FY 2009 Arteria Life Cyde Program, and Maerial Cost
Changes to the ADOT Program

The Transportation Policy Committee, by consent, recommended approval of amendments and
administrative modificationsto the FY 2008-2012 Transportation Improvement Program, the FY
2009 Arterial Life Cycle Program, as appropriate, to the Regional Transportation Plan 2007
Update, and material cost changesto the ADOT Program as shown in the attached tables. The FY
2008-2012 Transportation Improvement Program (TI1P) was approved by the MAG Regional
Council on July 25, 2007, and the FY 2009 Arterial Life Cycle Program (AL CP) was approved by
the MAG Regional Council on June 25, 2008. Since that time, there have been requests from
member agencies to modify projects in the programs. The proposed amendments to the FY
2008-2012 TIP for highway projects are listed in Table A, and proposed administrative
modifications to the ALCP are listed in Table B. As per the Draft MAG Federal Fund
Programming Principles, arequest to change aprogrammed Federal Fund Project inthe TIP will
go through the MAG committee processes beginning at the gopropriate technical advisory
committee. Thereisone CMAQ-funded project requesting a project change. The project change
request for PHX12-859 (Table A) was heard and unanimously recommended for approval at the
October 21, 2008 Pedestrian Working Group and the Regiona Bicycle Task Force mesting.
Projects DOT08-812 and DOT08-813 are projects that the MAG Regional Council approved in
December 2006 to be funded from the Statewide Transportation Acceleration Needs (STAN)
account. Theincrease of funds per each project can be made without causing afiscal impact to the
MAG Freeway Program since another STAN project (SR101L: HOV Lanesfrom Tatum Blvd. to
PrincessDr.) washbid at $12.2 million lessthan the origind budget. Thischange was approved by
the Regiond Council on December 3, 2008. These project changes are included in this agenda
item because they need to be reflected in the FY 2008-2012 MAG TIP. There are six Arizona
Department of Transportation (ADOT) projectsin Table A (as annotated) that require Regiona
Council approval of aMaterial Cost Changetothe ADOT Program. Accordingto A.R.S. 28-6353,
itisrequiredthat MAG approve any changein priorities, new projects, or requestsfor changesthat
would materially increase Freeway Program costs. Accordingtothe MAG Materia Cost Change
policy, amaterial cost change is defined as: 'Anincreasein the cost of a project that is more than
five (5) percent of the adopted project budget, but not less than $500,000 or any increase greater
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than $2.5 million. At the December 2008 Transportation Review Committee (TRC) meeting, the
TRC unanimoudy recommended approval of the changes to projects listed in attached Tables A
& B. Inadditionto the projects approved a TRC, two project change requests have been received
following the mailout of the MAG Management Committee agendaon January 6, 2009. ThelTS
Committee met on January 7, 2009 and unanimoudy recommended approva to change
PHX07-317 project scope, and on January 12, 2009, ADOT requested to change project
DOT09-823 fundingtypefrom local to STP-AZ. These projectsarefoundin Table C. All of the
projects to be amended may be categorized as exempt from conformity determinations and an
administrative modification does not require a conformity determination.

Proposal to Advance a Portion of the Williams Gateway Freeway

This agenda item was taken out of order.

Mr. Anderson reported on the M esarequest to advance aportion of the planned Williams Gateway
Freeway. Mr. Anderson stated that Mesawould like to advance thefirst mile of Williams Gateway
Freeway from the Hawes Road connection at the Santan Freeway to Ellsworth Road with all of the
ramp connections at the Santan Freeway. He added that the freeway will eventually extend into
Pinal County.

Mr. Anderson stated that the environmental assessment and design concept report are underway
and ADOT anticipatesit will becomplete by the end of 2009 or early 2010, thenthe detailed design
and right of way can move forward and construction can begin about three yearsearlier. He stated
that this project is important not only to Mesa and to the southeast Valley, but also would open
better connections to the Phoenix-Mesa Gateway Airport.

Mr. Anderson stated that one advantage of this proposal is that all of the right of way could be
acquired sooner. He explained that as part of the STAN funding made available to the MAG
region in 2006, the Regional Council allocated $20.4 million to this corridor for right of way
acquisition, and added that these funds were not sufficient to cover all of the right of way
acquisition, anyway.

Mr. Anderson stated that the financing mechanism Mesais anticipating using is Highway Project
Advancement Notes(HPAN). Heexplained that eventual repayment isfrom the program revenue,
but Mesa will be responsible for the debt and has to pledge its excise tax revenue to support the
financing. Mr. Anderson noted that the one-page summary providedin the agenda packet provided
basic information on the proposal.

Mr. Anderson stated that Mesa is proposing afifty/fifty split on interest expense between the city
and the program, which is in accordance with the MAG Freeway Acceleration Policy adopted in
February 2008. He stated that Mesais proposing the $20.4 million in STAN funds allocated for
right of way acquisition be used for the accruedinterest on thefinancing. Mr. Anderson explained
that thefinancing issplitinto two parts. Thefirst would befor design and right of way acquisition,



and once those activities are completed and the project is ready to move into the construction
phase, Mesa would issue the remaining part of the debt.

Mr. Anderson stated that he has been asked how MAG can be entertai ning accel eration proposals
given the $5 billion shortfall in the freeway program. He said that the economy will rebound and
he feels that the acceleration of any highway project would be beneficial to the program and the
motoring public.

Mr. Anderson stated that Mesa understands that in accordance with the MAG Freeway
Acceleration Policy, if aproject is delayed due to higher costs or lower revenue, Mesa would be
responsible for additional financing costs. He explained that if the current program calls for
construction in 2016 and the project is delayed to 2017 or 2018, the repayment to Mesa will also
be delayed and Mesa would pick up 100 percent of additional interest expense.

Chair Berman asked members if they had questions for Mr. Anderson.

Mr. Berry said that for hisquestion, hewas using this project just as an example; hedid not oppose
theproposal. Hereferenced earlier discussion by the TPC on scope creep and project cost increases
due to interchanges being added. Mr. Berry asked if this was occurring on this project. Mr.
Anderson replied that this particular interchange at Hawes Road and Loop 202 is a simplified
system interchange compared to other interchanges in the plan because there is no need for local
access. Hesaid that local accessrequires additional rampsand structuresand dueto theairport and
adirect link to Ellsworth Road, he did not anticipate that occurring. Mr. Anderson added that it
iIsa"T" system interchange and ends there, which simplifies the design.

Mr. Berry stated that it might be hel pful in the future to show the cost estimatesin Proposition 400
and the current cost estimates. He asked Mr. Anderson the original cost estimate and the current
cost estimate. Mr. Anderson replied that the cost estimate is tracking close to the original cost
estimate. He said MAG isworking with ADOT to what this desgn might look like to minimize
the cost and added that they do not want to build something that would need to be removed at full
freeway construction. Mr. Anderson sated that this interchange is highly simplified in terms of
ramp and ramp connections to Ellsworth Road. He added that the cost is not for the ultimate
construction when the full freeway isbuilt.

Mr. Kane expressed hissupport for Mesa's proposal and added that was al so |ooking to balancethe
budget. Heasked if thisaccel eration would affect any other MAG or STAN project. Mr. Anderson
replied that any impact would be minimal and said that MAG staff had discussions with Mesa
about project delay. He said that Mesafeels thisfirst mile isimportant for access to the airport.
Mr. Anderson stated that until there is funding it might not be reasonable to build that section to
Pinal County becausethere hasto beaterminus. He said that Ellsworth could probably servetravel
demand for along time and noted that the connection in Pinal County is key for the remaining
portion in Maricopa County.



Mr. Kane asked theimpact to the I-10 project. Mr. Anderson that it had no impact. He added that
one other agpect to mention isthat the $20.4 million isin an account at the State, and with the state
budget i ssues, there are concernsthismoney could be swept. Mr. Anderson explained that last year
the Regional Council took action to move fundsrealized from cost savings on the Loop 101 HOV
lane project to the Loop 303 project in order to obligate the funds. Mr. Kane commented on
establishing a priority of projects and the potential that the funds could be swept.

Mayor Hallman gated that he wanted to clarify that everyone understood that with the new
acceleration program if a project does not move forward within the time scheduled the city that
requested the acceleration would be on the hook for all financing costs. He said that this is
important because current activities at the State might put this program in a position where there
isnot sufficient funding. Mayor Halman stated that MA G needs to have a clearer understanding
so as not to undergo what happened with the I-10 widening, when it was east versus west, and all
of the hard feelings that resulted. He expressed that he was concerned, not about this particular
project, but with the $5 billion shortfall and how that will impact projects. Mayor Hallman stated
that there is aneed to get together and prioritize which projectswill be moving forward. He said
that this project is an example of spending alittle money to accomplish something valuable to the
broader community. Mayor Hallman stated that the Phoenix-Mesa Gateway Airport will take off
inasignificant way; it will cut down on commuter timeto theairport, provide an alternativeto Sky
Harbor Airport, and help the far East Valley develop acommercial industrial base that will allow
peopletoliveinthe Eagt Valley and not have to commute to downtown Phoenix or Tempefor jobs.
Mayor Hallman expressed that given the shortage of funds, these types of advancements provide
the most benefit for the cost and he encouraged efforts like this.

Mr. Anderson added that there are "go" and "no go" points in this process. He said that as the
design and right of way are complete, Mesa could decide not to move forward with the
construction. Mr. Anderson stated that if the construction is moved, for example, to 2025,
depending on the reprogramming process, Mesa could decide it could not afford ten years of
acceleration costs. He noted that the right of way acquisition and project design work would be
shelf ready, however, and it would not cause a problem if Mesa decided not to move forward.

Mayor Meck commented on references to East Valley or West Vdley and he preferred regional
references.

Mayor Hallman said that his point wasthat thiswas an example of how cities could move forward
together and that the new accel eration policy hel psovercomethat subregional dispute, whichisone
of the elements he found most difficult. He added that he thought thiswas one of the areas MAG
needed to work on. Mayor Halman expressed his agreement with Mayor Meck that elected
officids need to work together more cooperatively because it no longer matters if Tempe can
compete against Scottsdale, or Phoenix, or Glendale; al of the cities should be working together
to competeagaing Central Asiaand other powerhouse economies. Mayor Hallman stated that he
would like to make a motion to move this project forward.

Chair Berman stated that before a motion, there were other members would like to comment.
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Councilmember Aames asked if therewere other projectsthat could utilize STAN fundsand what
Isthe amount remaining, other than this project. Mr. Anderson replied that there are two projects
that have not obligated because both are still in the final design phase: 1-10, Sarival Road to
Verrado Way, and I-17, Carefree Highway to Anthem. He cautioned that the fundsfor both of the
projectscould be swept, unlessthey coul d be obligated today by s gningthe construction contracts.
Mr. Anderson noted that thesetwo projectswould beeligiblefor potential economic stimulusfunds
becausethey aredesignedtofederal standards. Councilmember Aamesasked if MA Gwaslooking
at utilizing those funds. Mr. Anderson replied that was correct.

Vice Chair Lopez Rogers referenced the November 2006 minutes, when the TPC took action to
recommend projectsfor STAN funding. She expressed that she shared Mr. Kane's concern for the
money being swept.

Vice Chair Lopez Rogers moved to recommend approval of the Mesa request to advance the
design, right of way and construction of an interim connection of the Williams Gateway Freeway
utilizing STAN funds allocated to Williams Gateway Freeway, as noted in the report, subject to
the condition that the funding and schedule for any remaining MAG STAN project continue
unaffected by the acceleration. If the funding and/or schedule for any remaining MAG STAN
project isaffected by the accel eration, or any other reason, such affected project'sfunding schedule
shall be maintained by any means necessary, including, but not limited to, the use of economic
recovery funds. Mayor Meck seconded.

Chair Berman called for discussion of the motion.

Mayor Smith asked for clarification if the motion was consistent with the report presented on
impactsto other accelerations and to this project. Mr. Anderson replied that he had no issue with
the proposed motion, but added that there were aspects of the requested motion that needed to be
incorporated into the motion, such asto incorporate the project into the draft FY 2010 to FY 2014
MAG Transportation |mprovement Program and the Regional Transportation Plan for aconformity
analysis, recommend that the request for the change in the use of the STAN funds be forwarded
to the State Transportation Board for consideration, and recommend authorizing the MAG
Executive Director to enter into an agreement with ADOT and Mesa.

Vice Chair Lopez Rogers, as maker of the motion, agreed with amending the motion. Mayor
Meck, as second, agreed to the amended motion.

The vote passed unanimously on the motion, as amended, to recommend approval of the Mesa
request to advance the design, right of way and construction of an interim connection of the
Williams Gateway Freeway utilizing STAN funds allocated to Williams Gateway Freeway, as
noted in the report, subject to the condition that the funding and schedulefor any remaining MAG
STAN project continue unaffected by the acceleration. If the funding and/or schedule for any
remaining MAG STAN project is affected by the acceleration, or any other reason, such affected
project's funding schedule shall be maintained by any means necessary, including, but not limited
to, the use of economic recovery funds. Also to incorporate the project into the draft FY 2010 to
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FY 2014 MAG Transportation Improvement Program and the Regional Transportation Planfor a
conformity analysisand that the STAN funds all ocated to the Williams Gateway Freeway for right
of way acquisition be used instead to pay for the interest expense associated with the proposed
accel eration, recommend that therequest for the changein the use of the STAN funds beforwarded
to the State Transportation Board for consideration, and recommend authorizing the MAG
Executive Director to enter into an agreement with ADOT and Mesa.

Transportation Planning Update

Mr. Anderson stated that he and Bob Hazlett, MAG Senior Engineer, would present an update of
the financial status of the MAG Freeway Program, introduce the peer review process that is
currently underway to look at the planned freeway projects in the central area, and provide a
summary of the specific corridors and project components that could be changed or delayed, and
arevised schedule for the freeway program update process.

Mr. Anderson stated that the December 2008 Proposition 400 sales tax revenues were down 14.8
percent from December 2007 and have been down 14 of the last 15 months. He said that he
thought the next areato decline would be commercial real estate values, which could affect cities
property tax bases.

Mr. Anderson noted that taxable saes of motor vehicles in Maricopa County, which peaked in
early 2006 at almost $900 million per month, have declined about 60 percent, to approximately
$400 million. Hesaid that thisdoes not include December 2008 business activity, which he heard
wastheworst on record. Mr. Anderson stated that salestax revenuefor thefirst 9x months of this
fiscal year wasdown almost 11 percent compared to thefirst six monthsof last year, and added that
revenue was down 3.2 percent for the last fiscal year ending June 2008. He commented that this
was the first time the salestax had decreased since at least 1960, the first year for which there are
records.

Mr. Anderson stated that the ADOT projectionsfor thisyear areaflat revenue of $380 million, and
said that one third of the decrease is taken from thetransit program, 56 percent is taken from the
freeway program, and therest istaken from the arterial streets program. He noted concernthiswill
affect the projections because there is now alower base.

Mr. Anderson stated that thelower revenueprojectionsfrom ADOT indicate salestax revenuesfor
the 2006 to 2025 Proposition 400 freeway program were down approximately $655 million and the
ADOT federal and state highway funds were down almost $1 billion. Mr. Anderson stated that
ADQT is looking at the financing assumptions, and there are till fairly high interest rates on
bonding. He advised that one problem is the continuing turmoil in the financial markets, but he
hopes to soon have revenue and financing assumptions better defined. Mr. Anderson stated that
there has been alot of speculation asto when wewill emerge from this economic situation and he
felt that 2009 was optimistic. He added that at a meeting that morning, an owner of amajor real
estate firm expressed that he thought recovery will take five years.



Mr. Berry asked the origind value of Proposition 400. Mr. Anderson replied that the program
totaled $9 billion in 2002 dollars, which would be $12 billion ininflated dollars. Mr. Berry said
if the program started with $12 billion and if theforecast iscorrect and nothing changes, it wasnow
a$7 billion program.

Mr. Beard commented that it was actually acombination, because thisincludes cost increases and
reductions in revenue.

Mr. Anderson said that the numbers were included in the RTP and he would forward that
information to the Committee.

Mr. Berry commented that on the order of magnitude, we are looking at an approximate 40 percent
reduction in the program.

Mr. Hazlett continued the presentation by updating members on recent and current activities. He
said the peer review panel of national experts, ajoint effort of MAG and ADOT, started asaresult
of the RTPand design concept report recommendationsfor freeways|eadingto theinner loop. Mr.
Hazlett stated that the panel consists of three recognized national experts. John Conrad, from
CH2M Hill, who was previously the Washington Department of Transportation Chief Engineer;
Mike Falini, of Wilson and Company, the inventor of the single point urban interchange, such as
the one at 7th Avenue and the Papago Freeway. Mr. Falini also had previously worked with the
Florida Department of Transportation, the Colorado Department of Transportation, and the Utah
Department of Trangportation. Also on the panel is Jack Lettiere, of Lettiere Consulting, former
commissioner with the New Jersey Department of Transportation and former chair of the Board
of Directors for New Jersey Transit. Mr. Hazlett stated that their expertise provides a fresh
perspective on recommendations.

Mr. Hazlett stated that the panel is still refining their findings, but shared their initial findings. He
said that the MAG system is building for congestion rather than building for performance. Mr.
Hazlett indicated that some of thelevel of servicetargetsthat ADOT likesto see on freeways may
be unattainable, which is common for a lot of areas. Mr. Hazlett said that the I-10 tunnel was
thought to be a major pinch point on the system, but the review panel considers the constraint is
at the 1-10/1-17 Stack Interchange, and noted that it would be a very expensive proposition to
rebuild the Stack.

Mr. Anderson commented that ADOT engineers recommend adding two general purpose lanesto
[-10/Papago Freeway between Loop 101 and I-17, but if the additional traffi c cannot movethrough
the Stack, mobility isnot being aided. He said that if you are adding capacity in one area, you need
to look both upstream and downstream to make sure you can do something with that additional
traffic volume.

Mr. Hazlett stated that the pand also discussed the I-10/Broadway Curve, which East Valley and

the West Valley traffic converging in this particular area. He said that more information is
expected from the panel in the next couple of weeks and afinal report some time in March.

-O-



Mr. Hazlett stated that MAG, ADOT and the Management Consultants have started a series of
corridor reviews, and said that the first session was areview of the South Mountain Freeway and
SR-801, with two other sessions for Loop 303, the Papago Freeway, 1-17, and local and express
lanes on the Maricopa Freeway planned for February.

Mr. Hazlett stated that they looked at the possibility that the South Mountain and SR-801 could be
built as an alternate facility, such asan Arizona Parkway. He displayed acomparison of arterids,
the parkway concept, and freeways, and noted that the parkway falls somewhere inthe middlein
measure of effectiveness (annual volume divided by cost per mile). Mr. Hazlett stated that they
looked at the crash ratesfor each in Maricopa County, except for the parkway where the Michigan
number was used.

Mayor Hallman asked if Michigan rates could be applied for freeways and arterials aso, in order
to compare apples to apples. Mr. Hazlett replied that staff could provide that information, and
noted that the Michigan freeway crash rate is comparabl e to the Arizonarate, but the majority of
their arterial facilities are constructed in the parkway manner, not in the arterial manner traditional
acrossthe Valley with traditional |eft turns. Mr. Hazlett explained how theindirect left turn works
and he noted that the crash rate for intersections is lower because there are fewer conflict points
than with conventional arterial intersections.

Mr. Hazlett stated that current plans for the Loop 202/South Mountain Freeway and SR-801
include constructing a six-lane freeway and clearing the environmental impact statement and
obtaining right of way for an ultimate ten lanes. He then reviewed some options for the two
freeways that could include continuing with the current plans contained in the RTP; construction
as asix-lane freeway only with provision for HOV lanesin median; building a"SR-51 Option" ;
construction as an ArizonaParkway infreeway right of way; construction asan Arizona Parkways
in parkway right of way; or no build at all.

Mr. Hazlett addressed the pros if an Arizona Parkway with parkway right of way was built in the
South Mountain corridor. Hesaid that with almost $1 billion needed for freeway right of way, the
savingsin right of way costs could be substantial. Mr. Hazlett noted that there al so would be fewer
business and residence relocations and a smaller impact on South Mountain Park.

Mr. Hazlett stated that cons of building the corridor as an Arizona Parkway could include the loss
of an opportunity to be able to ultimatdy build a freeway and the need for additional system
improvements to make up for lower capacity.

Mr. Anderson noted that they are having the consultant look at possible dollar impacts, especially
on the right of way, and noted that the South Mountain cost is estimated at $2.5 billion, of which
$1.1 hillion is right of way, and the significant costs of taking businesses and houses in the
corridor.

Vice Chair Lopez Rogers asked if commuter rail or transit was considered as part of the capacity.
Mr. Anderson replied that they were, and added that one observation by the peer review panel was
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that the region needs to do a better job in high capacity transit, as well as better utilization of the
arterial street system. He stated that a way to move moretraffic on arterial streets would provide
alternative routes for motorists.

Mr. Kane stated that there is a current pending process under NEPA for the South Mountain
Environmental Impact Statement, and he asked if any of these alternatives were among the
alternatives studied in that process. Mr. Anderson replied that they were not. He said that one
issue they will be discussing with ADOT and FHWA is the implications of any of these options
on the environmental impact statement process. Mr. Anderson indicated that they have had
preliminary discussions but have received no answer yet. He stated that they have a meeting next
week with FHWA to pursue this. Mr. Anderson stated the Environmental Impact Statement has
beenin process since 2001 and they are sensitive on the schedul e of the environmental documents
and do not want to cause any negative impacts. Mr. Anderson indicated that it would be a stretch
to build the freeway as it is thought of today, and it is incumbent upon MAG to look & some
options.

Mr. Hazlett addressed the issue of performance versus building to reduce congestion, which is
different from what has been looked at in the past. He said that ADOT looks at level of service D,
but with the budget shortfalls, attaining that level of service might be too expensive, and the
guestion becomes should we be looking at moving people and goods rather than vehicles.

Councilmember Aames stated that he was involved in planning in Los Angeles, where they kept
widening the freeways. He said that there seems to be a shift in focus from adding lanes to
improving interchanges. Mr. Anderson said that he thought we have to start integrating from a
system planning perspective. He stated that capecity on transit and arterial streets need to be
looked at again. Mr. Anderson noted that some citiesrealizedthat i ntersectionimprovementscould
provide performance levels. He stated that fixing the choke points, not creating more, helps
achieve acost effective program. Councilmember Aames asked if ADOT was thinking along the
samelines. Mr. Anderson replied that MAG isworking closely with ADOT on this. Mr. Hazlett
added that the resultant parkway cross-section in Michigan, upon which the Arizona Parkway is
based, came from addressing choke points in the Detroit metropolitan area.

Mr. Hazlett stated that decisionsareinterre ated, for example, what hgppenson the South M ountain
corridor affects SR-801, thel-10/Papago Freeway, |-10/MaricopaFreeway, and surfacestreets. He
commented that it will take effort to figure out the implications of the changes and future direction.

Mr. Hazlett explained the three program scenarios that the TPC could consider. He said that the
Trend Line scenario elongates the program; the Maintain the Budget scenario means that projects
would be built only with the funds available; and the Blend scenario is a combination approach.

Mr. Hazlett then illustrated what each scenario meansintermsof the RTP. He said that the Trend
Line scenario would mean expanding the program delivery horizon from 2025 to 2035 or later.
Some ideas to provide that scenario include having a new revenue source to meet the program
shortfdl, looking at the RTP improvements leading to and in the Inner Loop, identifying cost
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savings through reducing new corridor footprints, reevaluating the system traffic interchange
designsat I-10 at SR-303L and US-60 at SR-303, and incorporating performance versus level of
servicein delivery options.

Mr. Hazlett stated that the Maintain the Budget scenario would keep the delivery horizon of the
program at 2025. Some of theideas to accomplish that include removing the SR-801 corridor and
Interstate17 improvementsbetween 1-10 and SR-101, limitingimprovementsto thel-10/Maricopa
corridor to the SR-143 trafficinterchange, constructing the South Mountain corridor asaparkway,
and identifying further cost savings.

Mr. Hazlett stated that the Blend scenario maintains the delivery horizon of the program at 2025.
He brought forward some ideas that could accomplish this, such as constructing the South
Mountain and SR-801 corridors as parkways, considering privatization options on 1-17 and
I-10/Maricopacorridors, delaying the construction of additional general purpose lanes aong Red
Mountain, Santan, and Papago Freeways, identifying cost savings, and delivering projects
consistent with the revenue stream. Mr. Hazlett noted that the largest imbalancein the Plan will
occur in the next phase, Phase 11, 2010 to 2015.

Mr. Anderson stated that anumber of challenges|lie ahead and staff needs guidance and ideasfrom
the TPC. He commented that some decisionswill have permanent implications, such as building
afacility as a parkway instead of a freeway, because the opportunity to go back and build the
parkway into afull freeway isprobably nil. Mr. Anderson stated that the redity is thereisonly a
certainamount of money. Hesaid that there could be more funding in thefuture, such aseconomic
stimulus funds, but they will not be afix-all for this program or come close to closing the gap.

Mr. Anderson stated that originally, atimeline of March or April 2009 was provided to the TPC
to compl ete work on balancing the freeway program, however, to ensure that the right decisions
are made, conclusion of the processis anticipated for Fall 2009.

Councilmember Aames commented on performance versus congestion. He said that the focus
could perhaps be on a better build of interchanges and less on lanes, which could save money and
increase performance.

Vice Chair Lopez Rogers expressed that she would appreciate a focus on people and the
continuation of multimodalism as the theme.

Mr. Kane stated that inherent in the performancediscussion isthat no two municipalities have the
same level of service objective and the same road classifications. He said that this is an
opportunity for moreregional thinking and cooperation among cities. Mr. Kane stated that setting
thelevel of service expectation to higher amounts of throughput and less than average stop del ay,
thereisinherently less support for freeway, BRT, and HOV lanes that go around the congestions
during peak times. Mr. Kane stated that his company had experience in Californiawith a more
performance-based approach and hethought thiswastheright direction to encouragethe maximum
use of HOV lanes, etc., and lay the foundation for how people travel. He said that he thought no
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option, such astolling, should be eliminated, and added that there might be a different attitude if
they had to do with the time of travel when people could buy passes to use alternatives and then
usetherevenueto create HOV lanes and HOV connections, which are very expensive. Mr. Kane
strongly advocated not taking any options off the alternativeslist and he thought the options were
athoughtful array.

Mayor Cavanaugh stated that he thought measuring the standard for arterial streets, freeways and
parkways was determined by dividing the volume by cost, and said that he thought the
measurement of thetimerequired to get from point A to point B a so needed to beincluded. Mayor
Cavanaugh expressed his support for looking at dl aternatives, and for the South Mountain
corridor, hewasleaning toward a parkway concept. He stated that the political and environmental
issues are so substantial that if MAG proceeded with the facility as afreeway, he felt it would be
tied up in court for years. Mayor Cavanaugh stated that an option is needed for offloading and
moving people efficiently on I-10, and that corridor isthe South Mountain, but he was not so sure
it needed to be afreeway. He aso mentioned that he had not heard public/private partnerships
mentioned, and they need to be seriously considered in terms of right of way and tolling of new
roads. Mayor Cavanaugh referenced Mr. Berry'searlier question on the program cost, and said that
he recalled it was a $16 billion program, and asked for clarification on the $5 billion deficit. Mr.
Anderson replied that the $5 billion is off the 56 percent of Proposition 400 that goes toward the
freeway program. Mr. Anderson stated that a new forecast from ADOT is expected, and the
revenue may deteriorate from what was presented today. He added that the revenue forecast
impactstransit, freeways, and arterial streets, and RPTA will be undergoing asimilar exercise as
MAG with the Transit Life Cycle Program..

Mayor Cavanaugh stated that he wants afacility for the South Mountain corridor and if the Gila
River Indian Community agreed to a process to take the facility through their land, his opinion
might change.

Mayor Smith stated that the City of Mesas move toward performance changed how they
approached their entire program. He commented that money issues cause us to focus a bit more.
Mr. Anderson replied that they arelooking at it from a performance standpoint now, and financing
issues are the reasons the paradigm shifted over the past few months. Mr. Anderson commented
that irrespective of the money, MAG still has a responsibility to the citizens to make the right
decisions. He stated that the I-10 widening between Loop 101 and I-17 is a good example of
building congestion into the system instead of taking it out. Mr. Anderson said that the question
is why add general purpose lanes if there is no plan to move that traffic farther upstream or
downstream. This causes usto start looking at improving bottlenecks; there are plansto improve
the Loop 202 interchangein the East Valley, without the expense of adding general purposelanes.

Mayor Smith said that even if performanceis determined as a better way to do things because of
money problems, he hoped as discussion is continued we ook at performance as an option, which
could change the origina thoughts rather than saying we are out of money and then pursue
performance to balance the program. Mayor Smith stated that he also saw a scarcity. You are
forced to abuy in and he saw going to performance as a much tougher buy in. He expressed that
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even if a parkway is a better way there is aso the political reality that people think it will be a
freeway, and somehow that needs to be used more as a guide to get to the money issue than the
money forcing the performance issue.

Mr. Anderson sometimes scarcity results in creativity. He expressed his agreement with the
perception that everyone wants free-flowing freeways and we are not going to have those because
it is not cost effective to provide capacity and have traffic free-flowing during commute times.

Mr. Berry expressed that he thought that working smart was right on target and he supported it.
He encouraged looking for other common sense solutions, such as keeping interstate traffic out of
the metro Phoenix area by promoting the use of the SR-85 bypassto I-8. He said that he thought
alot more could be done to promoteitsusage. Mr. Berry commented that spending alittle money
could result in agreat impact and also lessen the air quality problems. Mr. Berry stated that the
economic downturn will pass but we need to act responsibly. Hewondered if switching to pay as
you go for acouple of years and backing off from bonding should be considered, because bonding
has an inherent unfairness; it creates a project for which payment is uncertain, and impacts other
jurisdictions. Mr. Berry also added that when Proposition 400 was put together there was a great
concern for geographic equity, ec.

Councilwoman Baier stated that Phoenix isinternally unresolved on the parkway versus freeway
issue so she would not be stating a preferenceon that. She said that the council district where the
South Mountain corridor lies will change to a new councilmember and at least 12 people are
seeking that position. Councilmember Baier indicated that she has heard as many opinions on the
corridor, including the going back to the Gila River Indian Community. She stated that if MAG
opts for a parkway, they would buy right of way that would prohibit anything beyond a parkway
inthefuture. Councilmember Baier stated that onething that isinteresting isneedsprojectionsand
another thing iswhether the cost of right of way acquisition earlier versusroad construction costs
provides any benefit from buying when you build. Councilwoman Baier stated that Mr. Kane's
comments on the environmentd impact statement is an important point.

Mr. Beard stated that the TPC should not spend timeon the Trend Line scenario because we should
not be planning today assuming there will be another $4 billion. He suggested focusing on the
Blend scenario, because we are talking about what we can do between now and 2025 with the
budget available, which isnot necessarily what the budget istoday, but what it mightbe. Basically,
the TPCisdealing with the time and money now available, but hethought it isalso prudent to look
at other funding options, which maybeleadsinto the Blend scenario. Mr. Beard statedthat the TPC
also hasto try to preserve future options; how much will be atough choice.

Mr. Smith stated that there is a need for the transportation study to examine the optionsin the
Central Phoenix area and for the new sophisticated modeling tool to accomplish the study. He
stated that these two projects are included inthe FY 2010 MAG Work Program that would not be
in effect until July 1. He stated that due to the urgency, it might be advantageous to acce erate
these two items.
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Councilmember Aamesreferenced Vice Chair Lopez Rogers comments on transit. He suggested
coordinating with RPTA an overlay on transit, high speed light rail and how that would move
traffic, rather than doing them separatdly.

Mr. Anderson stated that three or four technical studies were donein preparation for Proposition
400, and now that work is being updated. In addition, atransit framework study is underway and
all of this work is now coming together. Mr. Anderson commented that we will have good
information to put together a good revision to the RTP.

Councilmember Aames commented on adding another choke point on 1-10 with the South
Mountain, rather than linking it at Loop 101.

Mayor Cavanaugh expressed his support for Mr. Smith's comments. He said that if the decision
matrix can be accelerated, that needs to be done and move forward.

Status Report on the Performance M easurement Framework and Congestion Management Update
Study

Monique de los Rios-Urban, MAG Performance Program Manager, provided a report on the
Performance M easurement Framework and Congestion M anagement Update Study, whichwill be
used to develop aregional transportation measuring and monitoring framework in preparation for
the State mandated 2010 Performance Audit as wdl as to update the Congestion Management
Process in compliance with recently adopted SAFETEA-LU federal requirements.

Ms. delosRios-Urban reported that MAG initiated a Performance M easurement Program in May
2006, and has been reporting on preliminary messures in the updates to the Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) and the MAG Annual Report on Proposition 400. She stated that the
Performance Measurement Framework and Congestion Management Update Study was begun in
May 2008.

Ms. de los Rios-Urban reported that performance is currently reported at the system level in map
and tableformats. She noted that the performance maps show congestion by location and duration,
and the tables show the measuresin three categories, supply measures (such as number of freeway
miles or arterial intersections), demand measures (such as vehicle miles of travel), and level of
service measures (number of congested miles, intersections, or hours of delay).

Ms. de los Rios-Urban stated that the MAG Travel Demand Model was used to create three
scenarios abase year, aplan year, and a no build scenario, and with this format, the differences
between performance results as they rdate to congestion can be analyzed. She noted that the
existing program is based mostly on simulated data and for the framework study they are
concentrating on using observed data.

Ms. de los Rios-Urban stated that the study has three main objectives: to develop a performance
measurement framework to evaluate regional strategies at the system and corridor level; to update
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congestion management strategies and relate them to performance measures; and to comply with
legidative mandates at the state and federal levels. She advised that they are using this sudy to
prepare for the 2010 performance audit as required by Proposition 400 legislation. Ms. de los
Rios-Urban stated that a Technical Advisory Group was initiated to receive input and feedback
from the member agencies as the study devel ops.

Ms. de los Rios-Urban stated that the study is divided into three phases. In Phase |, they looked
at case studies, conducted literature review and reported on best practices. She noted that this
phase is complete and the documents are posted on the MAG Web site.

Ms. delosRios-Urban stated that Phase 11 is currently underway, and includes the devel opment of
the performance measures framework, preparing the assessment of data sources, and the
development of visualization tools to communicate the performance measures.

Ms. de los Rios-Urban stated that the upcoming Phase 111 of the study includes updating the
congestion management process and integrating a set of performance measures. She commented
that one of the most important characterigtics of study is that the measures in the framework are
based on goals and objectivesin the RTP.

Ms. de los Rios-Urban stated that this study is important because we need a performance
measurement system that deliversresultsbased on documented facts, providesfeedback and rdates
strategies to goals, will alow tracking progress, and most importantly, it will improve
transportation service to the public.

Ms. delos Rios-Urban then explained how the framework is displayed as amatrix that will enable
them to identify the intervals for collecting data. She said that the format is flexible and allows
them to see the entire picture as well as add measures to the framework as data and resources
become available.

Chair Berman thanked Ms. de los Rios-Urban for her report. No gquestions from the Committee
were noted.

L egislative Update

Nathan Pryor, MAG Senior Policy Planner, provided an update on a stimulus package that
Congress has been considering to boost the national economy. Mr. Pryor stated that MAG staff
started compiling projects submittals from member agencies in late October 2008 in response to
preparation for the House Committee on Transportation and I nfrastructure hearing. He added that
collecting projects from member agencies is ongoing.

Mr. Pryor stated that in December 2008, MAG staff met with members of the Arizona

congressional delegation to inform them of the regional need and types of projects member
agencies had submitted. He noted that throughout these discussions MAG staff encouraged a

-16-



relaxation of processes in order to be in a position to produce the largest possible number of
projects and bring the most dollars possible to the regional economy.

Mr. Pryor stated that Senator Kyl highlighted the need to address the timing of projectsin terms
of readiness, and advised that MAG staff worked with member agencies to address the timeliness
of projects. He noted that a table illustrating this was at each place. Mr. Pryor stated that MAG
staff has continued to accept project submittal from member agencies and will update the project
list and post it on the Web. He thanked the member agenciesfor their assistancein devel oping the
project lists and for their patience in anticipation of pending federal legislation.

Mr. Pryor stated that reports indicate that abill could emerge from Congress February 13, 2009,
or February 16, 20009.

Mr. Pryor brought forth some planning concepts that he noted were subject to change. Mr. Pryor
stated that staff has heard that the money will be distributed on a formula basis, rather than
earmarked. He said that under the formula approach, Arizona could anticipate receiving $600
million andtheMAG region $237 million for the surfacetransportation portion, and added that this
islessthan 7.3 percent of the project list that the MA G region compiled. Mr. Pryor stated that staff
is still working on the non-transportation portion of the bill, such as water, wastewater, and
drainage projects, and with RPTA and METRO on the transit portion.

Mr. Pryor stated that the bill, asamended on January 22nd, indicaesthat projects need to be ready
in 160 days or less, and noted that it was 120 days in the first version of the bill. He noted that
ADOT isbringing in five full-service consultants to assist on preparing projects in the state, and
two of the consultant teams are dedicated to the MAG region. Mr. Pryor stated that they hope to
have a better-defined legislation by the time of the MAG Transportation Review Committee
meeting on January 29th.

Mr. Smith stated that MAG staff pressed for relief of regulations. Hesaid that it lookslikeprojects
will be 100 percent funded with no match required, but other than that, the economic situation is
not recognized as an emergency and MAG will not get relief on air qudity conformity, public
hearings, etc. He commented this will restrict how fast we can move.

Mr. Beard stated that if the stimulus funds cannot be spent within the designated timeframe the
money will be moved to other placesthat can, soitisimportant that MAG projectsmeet thecriteria
for the commitment of funding. Mr. Beard stated that 50 percent of dollars need to be committed
in 120 daysto 160 days, depending on what isin the final bill. He noted that due to the fact that
thereis no waiver of environmental requirements, if aprojectisnot inthePlan, it will be difficult
to use stimulus funds for the project. Mr. Beard reported that the bill writers have indicated this
will not be a problem, and requirements can be accomplished in 30 days. He stated that the transit
projects are divided up differently, $6 billion in formula dollars, other fixed guideway
modernization and new starts money. Mr. Beard stated that the MAG region has no projects that
will qualify for new starts money, because they are looking at projects ready to start construction.
He commented that thereisalot of money out there, but $30 billion will not meet the needs of this
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region, or any other region. Mr. Beard stated that MAG will play abig rolein prioritizing projects
and how those funds will be spent. He said that the House is probably marking up the bill this
week, and there will probably be something for the President to sign by mid-February, then the
federal agencies will have a couple of weeks to apportion the money and the clock starts ticking
in terms of committing funds, signing contracts, and moving projects forward.

Councilmember Aames asked if there was a build time limit. Mr. Anderson replied that it was
three years.

Mr. Smith stated that the January 29th Transportation Review Committee meeting will be an
important meeting for technical staff to attend. The tight timing could also mean emergency
meeti ngs of the Transportation Review Committee, M anagement Committee, Transportation Policy
Committee, and Regional Council.

There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 1:25 p.m.

Chair

Secretary
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